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PRELIMINARY AMENDMENT 



Sir: » 

This is a preliminary amendment to the above-identified patent application, which is 
a continuation of U.S. patent application Serial No. 10/038,1 1 1 pursuant to 
37 CFR §1. 53(b). 
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History of Parent - U.S. Patent Application Serial No. 10/038,111 : 
Office Action : 

Pursuant to the Office Action issued 23 April 2003 in connection with the above- 
identified patent application: 

• Claims 1-3, 5, 16, 20, 21-23, 25, 36, and 40 stand rejected under 35 USC 

§ 102(b) as being anticipated by West et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,831,597) for the reasons 
presented in Paragraph 2 of the Office Action. 

• Claims 4 and 24 stand rejected under 35 USC §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over West et al. (the '597 patent) in view of Aggarwal (U.S. Patent No. 3,569,727) for the 
reasons presented in Paragraph 3 of the Office Action. 

• Claims 6-14, 18-19, 26-34, and 38-39 stand rejected under 35 USC §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over West et al. (the f 597 patent) in view of Tagg et al. (U.S. Patent , 
Publication No. 2003/006745 1 ) for the reasons set forth in Paragraph 4 of the Office 
Action. 

• Claim 41 stands rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
West et al. (the '597 patent) in view of Herbert (U.S. Patent No. 5,777,596) for the 
reasons presented in Paragraph 5 of the Office Action. 

• Claim 42 stands rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
West et al. (the '597 patent) in view of Dickinson et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,049,620) for 
the reasons set forth in Paragraph 6 of the Office Action. 

• Claims 15 and 35 stand objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim (claims 1 and 21, respectively) but have been identified as being allowable if 
rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims - see Paragraph 7 of the Office Action. 

• Claims 17 and 3 stand objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim 
(claims 1 and 21, respectively) but have been identified as being allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims - see Paragraph 8 of the Office Action. 

• The drawings stand objected to for the reasons presented in Paragraph 1 of the 
Office Action. 
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Reply t Office Action : 

In response to the above-identified Office Action, the Applicant submitted, on 
23 July 2003 , a Reply wherein: 

• Claims 1-14, 16, 18-34, 36, and 38-42 were canceled without prejudice. 

• Claims 15, 17, 35, and 37 were amended in response to the Office Action. 

• New claims were added, i.e., claims 43-46, since the original allowable claims 
either included multiple dependent claims in their dependency chain (15 and 35) or were 
multiple dependent claims (17 and 37) 

• Amended the specification (the amendments to the specification of U.S. patent 
application serial No. 10/038,1 1 1 have been incorporated in the concurrently-filed 
Rule 53(b) continuation patent application). 

• Submitted ten (10) sheets of formal drawings, which were responsive to the 
objections raised in PTO Form 948 and included changes to the drawings in response to 
the Examiner's objections. In addition, these formal drawings included changes to the 
drawings to truncate descriptive legends, add reference numerals to define with greater 
particularity elements of the invention, and to ensure consistency between the written 
specification and the drawings (the formal drawings, as amended, are being filed with the 
concurrently-filed Rule 53(b) continuation patent application) 
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